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IMPROVEMENT, GAINESVILLE 

A PROPOSAL TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF FLORIDA EDUCATION 
By AWARDING INCENTIVE GRANTS TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS WAS DESCRIBED. 
THE PRESENT FOUNDATION PROGRAM FOR STATE SUPPORT OF PUBLIC 
EDUCATION HAS BEEN FOUND TO PROVIDE ONLY MINIMUM QUALITY 
EDUCATION, partly CAUSED BY THE LACK OF LOCAL TAX EFFORT IN 
SUPPORTING THE FOi^CATION PROGRAM. IN THE FUTURE, THE GRANT'S 
AMOUNT WILL BE BASED ON LOCAL TAX COLLECTION EFFORTS. THE 
REQUIREMENTS GOVERNING EXPENDITURE, THE LEGISLATION 
IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN, AND THE COMPUTATION METHOD DETERMINING 
grants were OUTLINED. THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE FROM 
THE FLORIDA EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL, 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA, GAINESVILLE, 
FLORIDA 326D1, FOR $1,130. (HW> 
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Dr. R. L. Johns, Chairman of the Department of Educational 
Administration, College of Education, University of Florida, has 
assisted many states throughout the nation in developing a foun- 
dation program for the support of public education. It is only 
Idgical that these programs should be improved and revised in 
light of emerging conditions. Recognizing that there Js a wide 
variation in local effort to support education, Dr. Johns has de- 
veloped a suggested addition to the foundation {Ufogram which 
candes the title of “Incentive Grant for Quality Education.” 
It is the hope of those who endorse this idea that such a inrogram 
will do much toward stimulating local school systems to make 
an adequate local effort to support public education. Should 
a state legislature ad<n?t a program of this nature, there is no 
doubt that it will result in widespread improved support for 
public education. 

This program has been endorsed in principle by the Dep^ 
ment of Superintendents of the Florida Education Association, 
the Florida School Boards Association, the Board of Directors 
of the Florida Education Association, and the State Department 
of Education. Moreover it has the strong endorsement of a num- 
ber of daily newspapers in Florida. The Florida Educational 
Research and Development Council is pleased to assist in this 
effort to improve education in Florida by making this pamphlet 
available to legislators, laymen, and other leaders in the state. 



J. B. White, Executive Secretary 



March, 1S66 
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A PH0P08BD DfCBNTlVK 6BAMT FOB 
QDAWnr BDUCATION* 



ChiUrmin of tb§ D« 



By R* In tTohnui . ... 

of Bkincutioiua Adminirtr»tlon, 
,niv«rii^ Floild* 

The foundation program method of apportioning state 
funds has been in operation for forty-two years. New Y<^ 
State was the first state to establish this plan of state sup^rt. 
The late Dr. Paul Mort of Columbia University was the author 
of the original New York foundation program. During the past 
forty-two years, more than forty states have adopt^ the foun- 
dation program or equalisation plan for distri^ti^ all or a 
part of their state funds for the public schools. JJ®£^da^^t^ 
the foundation program plan of state support in 1M7. 

Morphet and the author, both of whom were studente of Dr. 
Mort, did the major work in drafting the 1947 law at the re- 
, quest of the Florida Citisens* Committee on Education. 

The foundation program method of distributi^ state school 
funds is sound in principle. It is based on the democrattc phi- 
losophy that wealth should be taxed equally vrherevw is .lo- 
cated within a state in order to provide a m^mmum foundalhon 
program of education for all chttdren 

live within that state. The foundation progr^has ser^ Mor- 
ida well during the past nineteen years. It hw ® 

states well The foundation program will contoe ^d should 
continue to be the basic method of distributing state school funds 

*** W?mn the foundation program plan was originated 
years ago, Mort and his students believed that it was the ideal 
plan f^W school support At that 

thereafter, it was the Ideal plan as compared with other known 

now had forty-two years of experience with the 

foundation program plan of state i” 

teen years experience in Florida. During ^ 

years. Mort and his students and students of Mort s students 

ha^ continued to do research on state support. We are now 

e&le. 
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i«ii«niUy agreed that the foundatioii program plan alone is not 
the ideal plan of state support for the present time. We believe 



support. A proposal is presented in this monograph f«r a sup- 
plement to the foundation program of Florid/a which should 
greatly improve the Florida plan trf state suppoirt. 

The original purpose of the foundation program was for the 
state by an equitable combination of state and local funds to 
guarantee a ndnimum program of education for every child in 
the state. That has now been accomplished. It is true that the 
present minimum educational program guaranteed in Florida is 
at too low a level. That minimum must be raised from time to 
time in future years. We have raised the minimum program 
from time to time in the past and we will do so in future ye^. 
The question is: Does the state have an additional responsibil- 
ity for school financing in addition to its responsibility for main- 
taining a minimum foundation program for all children? 

Those who have been researching this question have come to 
the conclusion that the state does have an additional responsi- 
bility. It is believed that the state has the additional respon- 
sibility of providing financial incentives for school districts to 
provide more than a minimum program of education for the 
children under their jurisdiction. There is a tendency for school 
financing to become static under foundation programs. All too 
many districts have become content with a minimum program 
<rf education. We need to insert a dynamic, stimulating ele- 
ment in the foundation program. Proof for that statement can 
readily be found by examining certain statistics for Florida 
county school systems. 

Table I shows the ratio of the total local property taxes col- 
lected for schools In 1965-66 to the required local tax effort of 
each county for the support Of the foundation program. The 
average county levies 4.208 times as much local property tax ior 
schools as the required local minimum effort to support the 
foundation program. "Rie ratio of total local taxes for schools 
to the required minimum effort is an excellent measure of local 



termined by an index of relative tax-paying ability. It will bo 
noted that the i^ort ratio ranges from 1.100 in one Munty to 
0.102 in another. 



eet effort in p roportion to ability is making 5^ times as much 
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TaiM Jror 
Sehoolt •♦- 
RoqnJrad 
Mtniittiim 
Lomil Tax 
Bffort 





Alaehna i 1,086,089 

Bt^Mer 166^0 

Bay M7^,460 

Bradford ....... .. 806,788 

Brmrd 

Broward 18,787,107 

CaUumn 6ia#^*a*aaa8.‘^a^aaa*aa 66,S^ 

Cbarlotta 1488,0W 

CStraa .... 680,686 

Clay 676,8«0 

Golfior 1^1,862 

Colombia 610,899 

Dado 6846^,666 

DoSoto SI 4402 

Dixi# 168,681 

Dural 87,9^70 

Iwsambia 6,796,572 

Flaylar 467,078 

FranMin 168,^0 

Gadadan 770,688 

Gilebriit 

Gladei 166472 

Gulf ........ — 889,790 

Bttmiltoft 116,^1 

Hardte 894495 

619468 

Bomaiido 469,788 

HisUaiids ... 986466 

Hiusboroagb 18,776466 

Bolmta 188490 

ladiirn 1488,763 

iimksoii 846442 

Idforsoli 189494 

Lafayalta 88419 

/Lafct • ■«■*«**« *aaaaaaa*aia*a*<>^ 8486,068 

787 

Laoa 8,974,058 

888468 

48446 



867,799 

71,980 

614460 

108481 

1496427 

4448480 

46,774 

184,968 

189,610 

160,648 

858,471 

809488 

18460492 

188,042 

46481 

6419486 

1,781,789 

89447 

68,001 

8^,174 

10484 

68,771 

84421 

60,720 

169,964 

806,078 

146466 

884477 

4488488 



8488 

8.821 

8.404 

8.975 

4.461 

8467 

1484 

6.108 

4417 

4.489 

6.749 

8.487 

4.992 

1.679 

8.716 

4.977 

8.986 

1.748 

8.243 

8.106 

8.616 



4.006 

1.921 

2421 



8.168 

8.044 



268,788 

87487 

86,881 

881,084 

818447 

766,168 

180470 

87408 



8.068 

6.478 

1.889 

1.480 

1.100 

8.775 



8.984 

1.904 

1.711 
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TmsI local 
Profpmty . 
Tams for 
Schpolct'^ 


Hlnimtutt 
Local Tax 
Effort For 
Required 
.Minimum 
Program K-18 


Effort Ratio- 
Total Local 
Promi^ 
Tax<n Wot 
Schools 
Required 
Minimum 
Local Tax 
Effort 




S1L074 


188,684 


1.721 


Manatae 


S,484^ 


779,680 


A469 


2Iarioh ....... 


1^89,441 


696,188 


8.714 


Ifartln ...................... 


1,184,757 


869,671 


4J64 


Monroo .................... 


1,949,486 


896,886 


4.981 


Nasaati ............~...... 


869,860 


807,446 


A148 


Okaloosa 


961A76 


468,888 


8.068 


^JkaochobOo 


843,086 


106,878 


8A06 


Orango ................ — 

Cr0O0Ol'fli' 


16,186JI18 

1J)14,680 


8,786,088 

8084i76 


4A81 

6.016 


Palm Soaeh 


19A19.987 


8,867,446 


6.648 


Pasco 


1,417,687 


484,446 


8A68 


Pinollas 


80^67,090 


44)70,046 


4.784 


Polk 


10^88,018 


8,680,872 


A949 


Pntnam 


998,408 


888,218 


8^089 


St Johns 


1^18,868 


860,647 


S.87S 


filb. IjUdo .................. 


1^58,180 


680,108 


8.686 


Santa Rosa 


681J>86 


806,947 


8.688 


Sarasota 


4^78,500 


1,147,082 


8A18 


Seminole 


1,706,014 


476,797 


8.684 


Sumter 


870,701 


140,486 


8.640 


Suwannee 


848,164 


17li78 


1.994 


...................... 


601,196 


189A76 


8.696 


Union 


117,088 


87,740 


8.102 


Volu^ 


6,786,986 


1,726,012 


8.866 


Wakulla 


86,300 


28,710 


2.971 


Walton.. 


1814100 


104,987 


1.727 


Washington 


184,406 


64,214 


2.093 


TOTAL.... 


$868,687,679 


$ 62,466,639 


4.208f 









* Total from msintonanco and operation and debt lervice levies as shown 
by approved budgets :for 1966-^. 
t Average. 

Not all counties have yet complied vdth the ruling: of the 
State Supreme Court requiring that property be assessed at true 
market value. Data furnished by the Bailroad Assessment 







100 



percent of true value in 1066-66 despite the fact that 17 coun- 
ties revalued property in 1965. The methods used by the Board 
in ^Ijifiating percent of true value At which prop^ is as- 
sessed^ result in an over-estimate than on 
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und6r>estimate. Despite this fact, 40 counties in 1966-66 were 
reported as having assessed property at less than 60 percent of 
true value. Of this number, 16 counties assessed property at 
less than 40 percent of true value. Unless property is assessed 
at a high percent of market value, it is impossible for a county to 
make a reasonable local tax effort for schools because the con- 
stitution limits boards of public instruction to a school levy for 
maini^nance and operation of 20 mills — a maximum of ten mills 
levied by the board and a maximum of 10 mills to be approved 
at biennial elections by electors who are freeholders. 

Some counties are revaluing property for the 1966-67 fiscal 
year but in a number of counties, no action is being taken to 
comply with the court order. Up to March 2, 1966, no state au- 
thority had been used to compel the counties to assess property 
at 100 percent of true, value. On March 2, 1966, the Leon County 
Circuit Court rendered an important decision on a suit brought 
by Marion County and Bay County taxpayers. The Court ruled 
< that the State Comptroller should take the following action 
against the assessor in a county where there had been "inten- 
tional, arbitrary and systematic undervaluation of property:” 

First, he should refuse to approve the tax rolls 

Second, he should take the assessor to court in his own 
county 

Third, as a last resort the Comptroller should recommend 
to the Governor that the assessor be removed from 
office by the Governor. 

y 

The Court further cautioned that the comptroller should not 
arbitrarily substitute his judgment on the value of property for 
the assessor’s judgment. Furthermore, the Court held that the 
Comptroller need not consider the estimates of the Railroad As- 
sessment Board in determining whether property, was under- 
assessed. 

It remains to be seen whether this opinion will speed up the 
revaluation of property in Florida. The procedure outlined in 
the Court’s decision involves taking the matter to court. Prior 
to March 2, 1966, the only recourse in a county where property 
was underassessed was for a taxpayer to take the matter to 
court. This procedure has not been fully effective even when 
a favorable decision had been obtained. Taking a matter to 
court is always expensive in time and money. It is possible that 
the proposals presented in this monograph may be as effective 

1 




in ^btaininir the assessment of property at true value as court 
decisions. 

But the assessn^ent ratio is not the only obstacle to securing 
a reasonably adequate local tax effort to support schools. When 
property has been ass^sed at a sufficiently high percent of true 
value to provide, some revenue margin, it is still necessary to 
make the tax levies. The 196B legislature required, in a county 
which had increased its assessments by a major revaluation pro- 
gram, that the tax levies in the sucpe^ing year be reduced pro- 
portionately plus an annual increase of not more than ton per- 
cent. Provision was made for exceptions to this rule in an 
emergency. This provision of the law has not been unduly 
restrictive, but boards of public instruction are encountering 
considerable public resistance to the voting of the needed levies. 
In November, 1965, the freeholders in a number of counties ap- 
proved less district millage than the board recommended and 
more than 80,000 people in the state voted for no district mill- 
age at all which would have limited the board to a maximum levy 
of 10 mills. Fortunately this short-sighted policy did not pre- 
vail in any county. 

The evidence is conclusive that the taxpayers in a large num- 
ber of Florida counties are content to sit idly by and let the state 
make all of the moves to improve education. We cannot have 
high quality schools in any county unleskj there is substantial 
local financial effort to supplement the' minimum foundation 
program. The minimum foundation program is not a quality 
program. It is a minimum program and it is so named in the 
law. The times demand and our children need a quality pro- 
gram, not a minimum program. How can we get such a pro- 
gram? . 

Those of us who originally developed foundation programs 
for state support hoped that minimum foundation programs 
would evolve into quality foundation programs. This has not 
happened in any state. The experience that we have had in 
Florida with the evolution of the foundation program has been 
similar to the experiences of other states with their foundation 
programs. These foundation programs have improved, over the 
years but the growth has been slow because it has been necessary 
to obtain a state-wide consensus before a forward step could be 
taken. 

Can some means be devised for speeding up the rate of in- 
crease in the quality of the educational program? Those of us 
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who have been studying this problem have come to the conclu- 
sion that we need to supplement the foundation program with an 
incentive grant to improve the quality of the educational pro- 
gram. The purpose of this incentive grant is to give additional 
/state financial help to those districts that are willing to help 
themselves financially. It is interesting to note that one of the 
leading advocates of the incentive grant to supplement the foun- 
dation program was the late i)r. Mort, the father of the founda- 
tion program in the nation. Three states now have incentive 
grants of varying types. These states are New Yr. e, Rhode 
Island and Wisconsin. Dr. Mort developed the incentive grant 
plans in Rhode Island and New York shortly before his death. 

Principles and Alternatives 

Each incentive grant plan must be developed consistent with 
the foundation program plan for a state. Since foundation pro- 
gram plans differ in technology, so must incentive grant plans 
differ. However, there are certein > principles governing incen- 
tive grant plans that are generally agreed upon by students of 
this matter. Those principles are as follows: 

1. The amount of the incentive grant received by a school 
district should be determined by the local tax effort 
it makes in relation to its ability. 

2. Incentive grants must be as beneficial to the least 
wealthy districts as to the most wealthy districts. 

d. Local school officials should have maximum freedom 
to expend state funds from the incentive grant for 
improving the quality of the educational program 
with a minimum of state control. 

A relatively simple incentive grant plan for Florida is pre- 
sented in the remainder of this monograph. Assumptions are 
made in this publication with respect to the arriount of funds 
available in order to demonstrate how the plan operates. The 
actual amount of money allocated can be greater than or less 
than the amount assumed as determined by the Legislature. 

Let us assume that the Legislature has determined that the 
state appropriation for the public schools should be increased 
approximately $1,000 per instruction unit. The Legislature has 
available a number of alternatives which it could consider. Fol- 
lowing are some of these alternatives: 

1. The Legislature could increase the state allocation 
$1,000 per instruction unit as provided for in subsec- 
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tion (5) of section 2S6.07 oJf the Florida Stores. This 
would Increase the Minimum Foundation PwBiam for 
Other Current Expenses by $1,000 per instmction 
unit. Under this alter.iative, the 
per instruction unit would Iw inc^ased by an aver- 
M of only $760 per instruction unit b^ause the coun- 
ties collectively would have to f 
26 percent of the increase, provided that the total 
lecrive local reiauired effort may not be iw^a»e« more 
than five percent per year. According to this plan 
Mudi county would ^ cWipa with » J 

increase in Its local effort to Bup^rt the Foundatio^ 
Protfraiiti regardless of the total local effort it is now 
making. This alternative would provide no incentive 
^^tsoever for those counties now making a low local 

effort, to increase that effort. 

2. The Legislature could increase the state allocation 
$1,000 per Instruction unit as provided for fo subs^- 
tion (1) of section 286.076 of the Florida Statufm 
This refers to the allocation of the County School Sales 
Tax Trust Fund. This alternative would mui^ an 
increase of »1,000 per instraction unit in stoto funds 
because it reauires no local to effort to qua^^ 
the total amount of state allwation available. 
plan would provide no incentive whatever to the 
lagging counties to increase their local to effort to 




The Proposed Incentive Grant 

The principles governing the development of incentive 8i^nt 
Ians for quality education have already been set forth. The 
ssumptions underlying plans of this type are as follows*- 

1. The children need and the safety of the nation demand^ 
that more than a minimum quality of education be 
provided for all children. 

2. Ouality education cannot be provided in any school 
iTystem jointly supported by state and local ^ds un- 
less adequate tax effort for schools is made at both the 
Mate level and the local level. We have a partnerahip 
plan of school financing in Flonda ami unless the re- 
sponsibilities of both partners are fulfilled, the need- 
ed educational opporiunities are not provided. 

8. Some part of the state funds provided to schools 
should be allocated in proportion to the total local tax 
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effort made by the counties in relation to ability. That 
is the more local tax effort a cqunty malices for schools 
in proportion to its ability, the more state funds it 
isill receive. This plan provides an incentive for coun- 
ties to make a substantial local tax effort for schools. 

The requiwment that the low tax effort counties must 
increase ^eir local effort in order to share fully in 
increases in state funds should stimulate those coun- 
ties to provide better local support for their schools. 

The increase in state funds accompanied by an increase 
in local effort of the lagging counties should provide 
the basis for financing a substantial increase in the 
quality of education in all counties. 

Computation of the Incentive Grant 

The technique for computing the incentive grant to each 
county based on 1966-06 data is set forth below. 

Data Needed and Computation (all data for the current year) 

1. Minimum local tax effort in dollars required of each 
system to support the Minimum Foundation Program. 

2. Total local property taxes for schools in each system 
including maintenance and operation levies and levies 
for debt service. (Data taken from the local budgets, 
the estimate of local taxes approved by the State De- 
partment of Education.) 

8. Number of instruction units allotted in the Minimum 
Foundation Program. 

4. Compute the ratio of the required minimum local tax 
effort to total local property taxes for schools in each 
school system by dividing Item 2 by Item 1. 

6. Compute the state average ratio by dividing the state 
total of local property taxes levied for schools by the 
state total of required local effort to support the Min- 
imum Foundation Progiam. 

6. Compute the local property tax effort of each local 
school system in relation to the state average effort 
by dividing Item 4 by Item 6, pro7ided that the divisor 
may hot exceed 4.6. 

7. Multiply Item 8 by |600 (or some other appropriate 
figure). 

8. Compute the incentive gr^int for each systom by multi- 
plying Item 7, by Item 6 provided no multipk^er from 
Item 6 can be greater than 1.100. 

The computationB of the incentive grant are relative sim- 
ple. They are set forth in Tables I and H. It will be noted that 
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TAH4S U PIOFOSBD INOlNTIVm GIANT FOR QUALITY 
RPUOATION AFK4BB TO FI^ 






Col. 1 


Col. 2 


Col. J 


AUdbiun 


8i7 


8 626,200 


8388 


Bulnr 


98 


68300 


2.821 


Buy 


720 


482,000 


8.404 


Bmuiford 


167 


100300 


2.976 


Bmvard 


13S9 


1,17^0 


4.461 


Btowiird 


8346 


2367,600 


8.867 


Calhoun 


108 


64300 


1.424 


Chiwlotte 


116 


69,600 


6,102 


Citnit 


124 


74,400 


4.617 


Clay 


286 


141,000 


4.489 


CoUiar 


228 


188300 


6.749 


Columbia 


271 


162,600 


2.487 


Dad* 


8309 


4386,400 


4.992 


DaSoto 


116 


69,6001 


1.679 


Dixie 


66 


89,600 


8.716 


Duaal 


4,778 


2366,800 


4.977 


Bbteambia 


1,977, 


1,186300 


8.926 


Flatlet 


61' 


86,600 


1.748 


Wvimklin 


71 


42;600 


8.248 


Gadaden 


468 


274300 


8.V06 


Gikhrist 


47 


28300 


8.616 


Glades 


46 


27,600 


2.961 


Gulf 


180 


78,000 


4.006 


Hamilton 


109 


.66,400 


1.981 


Hatdea ...................... 


188 


79300 


2.821 


Hdndty ...................... 


116 


69,000 


8.020 


Herni^o 


184 


80,400^ 


8.168 


Highlands 


268 


164300 


8.044 


Hillsborough 


8,986 


236L600 


2.649 


Holmes 


141 


84,600 


2.068 


Indian River 


290 


174,000 


5.478 


Jiadcson 


412 


247300 


1.289 


Jefferson 


128 


.. 76300 


1.480 


Lafayette 


86 


21,000 


1.100 


Xjikluk 

JMSMaas ••• All* 


687 


868300 


8.776 


Lm 


618 


870,800 


4.189 


Leon 


849 


609,400 


8.984 


Levy 


186 


81,000 


1.904 




46 


27,000 


1.711 




181 


108,600 


1.721 



■« j*o 

Col. 4 




.848 

.652 

.872 

.708 

1.069 

,980 

.889 

1.462 

1.076 

1.068 

1A68 

.680 

1.188 

.899 

.884 

1.184 

.984 

.416 

.772 

.789 

.887 

.704 

.968 

.467 

.662, 

.718 

.768 

.724 

.680 

.490 

1.808 

.80V 

.868 

.262 

.898 

.997 

.986 

.468 

.407 

.409 



8 448,060 

82,468 
247,104 
70,942 
1,844,749 
1,902,192 
81,967 
76,660 
79,980 
160,688 
147,180 
94,808 
6,488,940 
87,770 
86,006 
8,168,480 
1,107,911 
16A126 
88387 
208,077 
28,608 
19,480 
74,884 
89388 
44,060 

49342 

60,641 
112,076 
1388,488 
41,464 
191,400 
76390 
27,084 
6302 
816376 
869,688 
. 476,798 
86,698 
10389 
44,417 
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^i*i j*“ * 

M -aa+ lIJit 

„ i mVi lit? 

C<»1> 1 Cal. 2 Col. 8 Co>» * ^ 

Mimato© Jil ^'Joo 1714 ^!e46 *5f*SS 

uSSS^ ZZrZZ: mfm 

n«SSr^.»»“r“;" 2,988 l,7lo;800 4.881 1.080 

0»cS£ 1^1 JoO 1048 1.844 

p»lm Beach 2J02 i^J»|OU o ^ iK»lS 

H^"“::::r: 1*^'^ tSS 

IStn»m''.— ^5o0 lisis ffliS 

It Lode ~zrrr.’. j« m5;ooo m 

flS^.=I m *;«» ;f4 » 

}S ^M,600 8.596 .866 85,268 

Tf^srlor — *• ^?S •^^oaa si io2 «7S8 25>840 

Union 828300 8*.866 .798 

^78 WSOO 2.971 .707 80,967 

WalralU 2 115^0 1.727 .411 fi’ofo 

total. I- iim WO.981. 800 4.2W* 1.000* ^A184«0 

_____ — ^ 

* Avorace 

a county has a financial incentive to »»f ^ ^^t^Sd be 
to 10 percent above the state averaj^ local effort, be 

argued that no state financial incentive iZ 

effort in excess of the Btate average 
other hand, it could be argued that 

should be pruyidbd for as high a level of local effort that any dis- 
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tdct it willinf to go. Bhoao does this in its incentive 
plsn. The plan provided herein seeniis to be a reasonable coro- 
promise because it provides incantivei for a reasonably substan- 
tial local effort without encouraging unlimited local tax in- 
creases. Furthermore i^e limitation of the divisor in Item 6 
above to 4.5 will prevent the counties from forcing each other 
into unlimited local tax increases in order to qualify for the in- 
centive grant. However local operation and maintenance taxes 
for schools in Florida are limited by the Constitution to 20 mills 
and therefore it is impossible for school taxes in Florida to be- 
come excessive as compared with the Nwthem and Western 
states. 

Column 6 of Table H shows that it would have required 
188,676480 in state funds to finance the proposed incentive grant 
in 1066-66. This amounted to 1666.84 per instruction unit in 
1966-66. It is assumed that the amount allocated per instruc- 
tion unit would increase somewhat in the future as the counties 
increase their local effort. However it is not anticipated that 
the increase would bring the allocation up to more than |600 
per instruction unit in the near future because the state aver- 
age ratio used as the divisor would increase proportionately up 
to 4.6. However if the requirement for the allocation did exceed 
the appropriation, it could be scaled proportionately. 

Requirements Governing the Expenditure of the Incentive Grant 

The proposed requirements governing the expenditure of the 
state incentive grant are as follows; 

1. The incentive ^fant fund must be e;q?ended entirely 
. for instructional purposes as defined in the state ap- 
proved accounting system. 

2. Each board of public instruction shall require its pi^ 

. . fessional staff, assisted by such consulting help as the 

board may obmin, to evaluate its educational program 
at least quadrennially and to make reconamendations 
to the board as to how the incentive gi^nt could most 
wisely be expended to improve the quality of education 
in that county. Each board of public instruction must 
develop a plan for the use of the incentive grant, prior 
to or during the first year of the operation of the 
grant. A copy of that plan should be filed with the 
state superintendent of public instruction. This plan 
should be revised periodically in accordance with the 
findings of evaluative studies. 

8. At the end of each biennium, the superintendent of 
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bite initruetioii in Mbb oouiiter nwltn n nq;xMrt 
stete tuiNUinteiident of itetdte Inttonet^ 







•Kptdntsiidmt of pabUe instraetten tb«]l 
ni^« itnniiuury of ihoao rapoBt nir»ilftbte to tho Log- 
temtnro bionnialbr, 

LcNtel bounds of pbbite instrtietlbn» snporintendoitfcs of pnblte 
insintietton nnd the professteiiil employees of the board should 
be h«3d directly responsible for the judidous use of the incen- 
tive grant* There should be a mUuum of state control over 
this fund. Local boards are already harassed by a multitude 
of BMeral controls over the uses of recently increased Federal 
funds. AH of these increased funds are earmarked for special 
purposes specified by the Federal Government Federal funds 
cannot be used to raise the general level of the gualily of educa- 
tion. Bcsurds of pubite instruction sorely need some funds over 
which they have discretion to determine their use for increasing 
the quality of education in that couniy. Conditions and needs 
vary in each county and competent Id^ ofiteials are in better 
positton to know what these needs are than Federal and state 
officials. 

There has been a tendency in recent years to reduce the au- 
thority of local government and to increase the authority of 
the Federal Government and the state governments. Some of 
these changes have probably been desirable but there are many 
who believe that the basic strength of American Democracy is 
founded on the vigor of local governments. The incentive grant 
plan proposed herein not only provides for increasing the quality 
of education in every county in Florida but it also tends to re- 
vitalise local government by providing incentives for local gov- 
sr^ents to assume ^ equitable share of the cost of education 
an!d it vests local schdol governments with the authority and the 
responsibility to make a wise use of incentive funds. 

Legislation Needed 

An Act of the Legislature would be needed to implement the 
incentive grant plan proposed in this monograph. However this 
would be a relatively simple act. All of the essential provisions 
of that act are included in this publication. Furthermore, retep* 
tively simple procedures ars required for the admlntetratioii of 
the pn^possd act. 
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■ Siliraiiuury . ■ , ' . 

m ixroyi^M a the itate fundis that would 

ha available tu aadi ikmuty uainf 19^46 data, aasuminfir that 
1600 per iuetmotioii unit would he allocated by the incentive 



It e^Uld have i^ui^ 128,675,180^^^ to fund the incentive plan 

a total 



tAiLi m TbfAt IKCBBASIB IN StAflS BUNDB PROVIDED BY 
AIXOOATING |«00 PER IHSTRUCTION UNIT BY AN 
INCENTIVE GRANT FOR QUALITY EDUCATION 



OP FLORIDA STATUTES APPLIED TO l«66-«0 DAfA 



$600 Per 
Instraetion 
Uni* By 
InMiiiivn 
Film 



$400 P«r 
Instrnetlon 
Unit By 
Section 
88A075 



Total 



Alachna I 448,060 

Mer — 82,468 

247,104 

Bmdfonl 70,942 

Brevard 1,2M,749 

Broward 1,9M,192 

Calbottn 21,967 

Charlotte 76,660 

Citnia 79,^ 

C^ier 147,180 

Colnmhia >......... 94,808 

Dade 40 

Dtfoto — 27 I 77 O 

86,006 

Dnval ■ ■•.•■■■■■■■4<,*4MaaaaaaaaAaaaaaa« 

EM^bia 1,1074111 

nailer 16A26 

82A87 

M*Aaaa*a«aaaa4iaa*aaaaaaaa|,« 208,077 

18^ aa«a*laa#i^'aa*aMa.<kaaa4aa' 28,608 

Glades ..... 19,480 

adtiiaaa^aaaaaa^attaaaaaa^ aaW 74A84 

Hamilton 29A68 

Hardee 44,060 

Hendry «**4aa4a*af aaaaaaaai^eaaaaaaaaa 49,642 

Hernando <60,641 

Hythlands •aaa4aa*aaaaaaaaaAaA4aaa 112.076 

BMlidio^h ..... .. ^ ' 1,4M,488 

Hcdmei • k«*A«a»aaa*aaaafeaaaj»9aaa4Aa*» 'jf ■ ■ 

IndUm River »aa»A»|r»««aaiftBaa<**4aa 19U00 

Jaehaoe '••■•*li>*aaaAB«aaa^aaLaaBaaaaaa ^T^^plllNi^O ' 

yeS’eriKm. 

Lidlsyette ••*«a«a4Bteaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa M92 



I 860,800 
89,200 
288,000 
66300 
788,600 
1378300 
48300 
46300 

49.600 

94.000 
89300 

108,400 

8328,600 

46.400 
26300 

1311300 

790300 

.84,400 

88300 

I883OO 

18,800 

18.400 

62.000 

48.600 
68300 
46,000 

68.600 
I08300 

1374300 

56300 

116,000 

164300 

6I3OO 

14,000 



I 798360 
71,668 
686,104 
187,742 
, 8328,849 
' 8380,692 
66,167 
122,960 
129,680 
244388 
886,880 
802,708 
8307340 
74,170 
61,406 
6,064,680 
1398,711 
89,626 
61387 
886377 
48308 
87380 
126384 
78388 
97360 
« 96342 

114,141 
816376 
83tt,888 
.97364 
807300 
840,690 
78384 

19302 
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IBCW FMr 

t]fi0t By 

I* 



V iwrtifMetioii 
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LAk» 

mjm 

476,798 

86,698 

X^lDHWrtj^ 10,989 

••* ^’••Aaawf'atia^aAaif.aaAii^aaka 44,417 

•**»»**#a^<*aaa*l,*|,*a«******* 468,476 

864,668 

Mwtin liB,866 

848,880 

NfUMHitt — 188,484 

01»loo«« 884^26 

0)te*chobe« 88,611 

Owu^ 1^18,594 

Oicfiuii 184,080 

Ptloa Biiich 14B9,880 

................................ 166,448 

Piiwumi 1,916,640 

Polk Iv80«,088 

PotBiMt :.. 168,462 

S«; Joltao 188,178 

St. Lode 881,688 

Sonto Rom 184^0 

SMTMotft 878,768 

Sominole 886,868 

Snnitoy 69,684 

SaomoiiM ... 64,880 

Tkylor 86^68 

Utiioo •4*«**«tla*aaaaAaa****,i«*a***«*«^ j26|lS{40 

Voluoio 667,892 

Waktdl* 80,967 

Wolton 47,847 

WfudUdfftoh 46,912 

TOTAL, 188,676,180 



884.800 

847.800 
889,600 

64.000 

18.000 



884.400 
868300 

78300 

160300 

98.600 
880300 

89.600 
1,178300 

76300 

980300 

184.400 
1,161,600 

866300 

168300 

109,600 

176,000 

188300 

878300 

868300 

68,800 

76.400 

66.400 
88300 

649300 

89300 

76300 

62300 



811376 

616388 

M 6398 

90398 

88389 

116317 

787376 

617368 

807,166 

899,680 

888,084 

656,686 



8,986,794 

199380 

2340,180 

890348 

8378340 

8,064388 

881368 

841,778 

407328 

868300 

667,168 

699,068 

182,784 

180,720 

161,668 

48,040 

1306392 

60,167 

124,147 

109,718 



180,020300 



$49396,980 



It miglNt be Mrgued that the entire $1,000 jper inatruction 
unit should be allocated according to the incentive plan. How- 
ever, it is believed that a period of time is needed for the low 



tice. The allocation of $400 of the $1,000 on a straight instruc- 
tion unit basis ivould give low effort counties the time needed to 
increase their local tax effort without suffering so drastic a 
financial penalty during the interim period. 

In the first part of this monograph* three alternative jdans 
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pie. M add* It dyiiiaJ# t6 1^ progwm f It 

the wjiiitiei wfltttf ^ 

the leift wealthy ttwintiee a» weU aa the mpjce wealthy countaw 

th improve taie quality ci educatapmj It 

ativ0 to impr^^ the quality of eduoation. F!nally» wlto we adn 



an 



gjtim J'loridt wl» 

the twit in “‘ “ “** 

design. 









'‘!-if --’■ '■\ tv ■ ■ .' ■'" ■■ :'fXi ' 






: . IV' 



, 












. ''’■'-I ■ 



* '■ I - 



/i'; *V ■ "*v ^1 












0SVKU)PM^^ 

OIIlc«ri 

Pr^Biid6nt> D«ntoa 

Bo«a cdf Dlwd^ KalE^ HaU muiE. M«*h«m 

H. H. MtAahim Rfcshard H. Stewwt 

ISxaeutive Secietitty, J. B. White 



litnliers Kapr«w»ta*tee AddrcM 

iUachua County Sam Hendrix 

GMnMviUe 

Brevard County H. H. McAishan Box 5, Titus'^e 

Charlotte OounV Hugh Adams Oourtlmuse, Punta 

Gk>rda 



CitrusCounty 
Collier County 
Columbia County 
Dade County 



Mra. Orpha J» Brown 
Homer L. Jones 
Buford H. Galloway 
Ralph L. HaU 



Box 88, Invemees 
Courthouse, Naples 
Box 1148, Lake City 
1410 N.E. 2nd Av&, 
Miami 



Flagler County v G. G. Harris Bose 766, BunneU 

Highlands County George Douglass Courthouse^ 

Sebnng 

^HiUsborough Denton L. Cook Box 8408, Tampa 



County 
Lake County 
Levy County 
Manatee county 

Marion County 
Martin County 

Palm Beach 
County 
Pasco County 

PoUc County 
St. Lucie County 
Taylor County 
Volusia County 

University of 
Blorida 



Buford A. Robinson Box 867, Tavares 
Mrs. Pearle 0. Gibbons Bronson 
Richard H. Stewart Box 2069, 

Bradenton 

0. E. Daugherty Box 670, Ocala 

Mrs. Marion R(wkwood 600 E. Ocean Blvd., 

Stuart 

Charlie T. Council Box 2469 

West Palm Beach 

Chester W. Taylor, Jr. Courthouse, Dade 

Cite 

Roe M. Martin Box 891, Bartow 

. Ben L. Bryan Box 490, Ft Pierce 

Alan E. Hart Box 409, Perry 

Julian E. Markham Box 1111, Daytona 

Beach 

KimbaU WUea CdUege of 

Education, 

Gaineavffle 



Coasultanta 




